Ⅰ. Introduction
There are few topics in educational research that evoke as much passion and debate as the study of literacy. 1) Perhaps this is understandable as contested claims for the effects of the teaching and learning of reading and writing have included the historical evolution of society, the provision of democracy and government by law, the accumulation of knowledge beyond that which an individual mind can hold, the holding of a linear historical perspective, and the development of abstract ways of thinking otherwise unavailable (see Goody & Watt, 1963; Olson, 1977; Ong, 1982) . In the U.S. and elsewhere, reading has been viewed by some as foundational to religion, to knowing G_d, and to being saved (from eternal damnation); and as such laws were passed promoting the teaching of reading. Similar views of reading and religion were used to justify missionary schools sponsored by various Christian organizations and the military campaigns that subjugated people (and in some 1) Literacy has been defined in widely different ways (see Bloome, Averill, Hill, & Ryu, 2014) ; here we use literacy as referring to the use of written language (reading and writing).
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cases annihilated them) (Spring, 1994) . The passion behind the teaching of literacy has also been driven by economics and politics (Hicks, 2002; Purcell-Gates, 1995; Rose, 1989) . Scholars, politicians, educators, and pundits of various kinds have argued that the failure to acquire a particular level of acumen with reading and writing precludes participation in a complex, modern society; and economic organizations take the literacy level of a country into consideration when assessing its economic potential and future and imposing economic and social policies (Archer & Costello, 2013; Bhola, 1985) . Political movements and revolutions, such as those in Cuba and Nicaragua, have led to massive literacy campaigns casting illiteracy as a way that ruling classes maintained their control over the lives of the workers and ordinary people (Archer & Costello, 2013) . The 'moral' and 'economic' agenda of literacy education has been appropriated by many governments who prescribe both that reading and writing should be taught and how it should be taught. To be against the teaching of reading and writing would position someone to be against history, democracy, G_d, economic advancement, justice and equity, and education itself.
Yet, there have been a growing number of scholars who have questioned the claims made above. For example, Graff (1979 Graff ( , 1987 shows that the empirical evidence just does not support the claims for the economic effects of literacy development. Scribner and Cole (1981) showed that communities and people viewed as illiterate are often very capable of complex abstract thinking, and that people easily learn to read and write when it follows functions embedded in their daily lives. Street (1995) similarly showed that literacy education is often a way to continue the subjugation of one group by another and to maintain a cultural hegemony. What these scholars, and others (see Gutiérrez, 2008; Heath, 1983; Luke, 1988) , are suggesting is not that people should not be taught to read and write; but rather that, first, many people who are often viewed as illiterate often have sophisticated and complex ways of using written language that are consistent with their daily, cultural lives and thus are only 'illiterate' because they do not use written language in ways that more powerful others approve; and second, that how people are taught to read
and write and what they are taught that reading and writing to be are keys to understanding whether the teaching of reading and writing is cultural and political subjugation or whether the teaching of reading and writing supports and respects people's cultural lives and provides economic, political, and social capital giving them and their families and communities more control over their lives (see also Freire, 2000; Freire & Macedo, 1987) . From this perspective, literacy does not exist as a thing in and of itself separable from the social, cultural, economic, and political contexts of its use and of its teaching. As Robinson (1987) notes:
It will no longer do, I think, to consider literacy as some abstract, absolute quality attainable through tutelage and the accumulation of knowledge and experience. It will no longer do to think of reading In order to understand this shift in framing literacy education as "complex human activities taking place in complex human relationships", it is necessary to understand both the linguistic turn in the social sciences and the social turn in the study of literacy. These turns while primarily articulated in philosophical writings about the nature of knowledge and knowing (e.g. Rorty, 1992) are played out daily in the interactions of teachers and students in classrooms across grade levels, subject areas, and globally. We take the stance that close analysis (cf., thick description, Geertz, 1973) of what happens in the interactions between teachers and students, juxtaposed with the history of philosophy of language and knowledge, reflects and refracts the evolution of the linguistic turn in the social sciences and the social turn in the study of literacy.
We begin by briefly reviewing the philosophical discussions of the linguistic turn in the social sciences and the social turn in the study of literacy. However, as there are numerous discussions of these turns elsewhere (see Bloome & Green, 2015; Gee, 1999) The linguistic turn in the study of social science is grounded in the acknowledgement that language is the agent through which the social world and social phenomena are represented, organized, and constructed (e.g. Habermas, 2001; Rorty, 1992 & Marcus, 1986; Collins, 1995; Hymes, 1974) , sociology (e.g., Fishman, 1987) , linguistics (e.g. Silverstein, 1985; Volosinov, 1929 Volosinov, /1973 , the natural sciences (e.g., Latour, 1987; Lemke, 1990) as well as literacy studies (e.g. Cook-Gumperz, 1986; Heath, 1982; Street, 1984) . Briefly stated, whether we are researchers, educators, or otherwise, in our daily lives we use language to explore and understand the world, to craft our social relationships, to share emotions and imagination, to understand ourselves and others, to build social institutions, to create and exchange cultural and economic capital, and to construct bodies and fields of knowledge. Yet, the language we use is neither neural nor transparent; it asserts itself, in part, by creating conceptual categories and then filling those categories with attributes; it asserts itself through its grammatical, textual, and rhetorical structures fashioning relationships among concepts (constituting cultural ideologies); and language asserts itself through how it is used (and the cultural norms for its use) within specific situations in connecting texts, events, and contexts over time (Bloome et al., 2009; Bloome & Egan-Robertson, 1993 ).
Inherent to any use of language or any word, is that it simultaneously looks backward and forward while connecting people with each other. As Volosinov (1929/1973: 10-11 react to each other (cf., Bloome et al., 2005) . It is to redefine meaning as what Silverstein (1985: 220) calls "the total linguistic fact" (see also Blommaert, 2015: 6, on the "total semiotic fact").
Ⅲ depending upon the social situation, the configuration of people involved, the cultural and historical context, and the diverse institutional, political, economic, and social ideologies people collectively hold (see Barton & Hamilton, 1998; Gee, 1999; Street, 1984 Street, , 1995 . The view of literacy as social practice. means that it is not a decontextualized or individualized intellectual endeavor, but a social, concerted activity in which people act and react to each other (cf., Bloome et al., 2005) . As such, literacy is defined as those social events and social practices in which the use of written language is non-trivial (cf., Heath, 1980; Street, 1984) . part of the 'total linguistic fact' is that the meaning of this play is driven by the dominant cultural and state supported ideology (including the educational ideology) framing the event of its reading. The tensions that exist -and the fact that they are not noticed by the teacher and the other students (cf., a form of erasure, Derrida, 1978) -is the consequence of the presence of an alternative cultural ideology embodied by the presence of the Jewish student (whose Jewishness is made invisible). Having been silenced and made invisible during the teaching of The Merchant of Venice the Jewish student reframes all that has happened in the class before that "reading" while also reconsidering the nature of his participation in future "reading" events and how he might make and articulate 'meaning' during those events.
The tension that exists in this specific classroom implies that reading is not an autonomous or decontextualized cognitive endeavor of an individual in isolation. Rather, it takes place in a particular context where social and cultural ideologies are at play (and, they are always at play whether acknowledged or not).
Street (1984, 1995) has provided a way to characterize these two with written language; that is, how people employ written language in how they act and react to each other. While in part our goal is to illustrate how the linguistic and social turns we described above are manifest in the actual events of a classroom, we also use this thick description to deepen and broaden our understanding of these two philosophical turns.
Ⅳ. Reading Sterling Brown's "After Winter" in a Seventh
Grade Language Arts Classroom What is at issue here, however, is not the specific concepts of language that she is offering (although the students continue to discuss those concepts even after class); but rather her engagement with students in reflecting on the nature of language and its relationship to the social context. That is, she is offering them an intellectual framework for using language as a way to understand and interrogate the world in which they live.
One of the reasons that Ms. Wilson's focus on language variation and social context is remarkable is the language ideology that the students themselves hold. Most of the students, and most of the people in their families and community as well as in U.S. society more generally assume that there is a proper way of speaking with other ways of speaking being wrong (slang).
And that these ways of speaking are associated with the quality is validated for the students to do so similarly).
Ms. Wilson laminates and supplants the deconstruction of "proper" and "slang" with the concept of "sounding white." As occurred earlier in their classroom discussion, language variation is framed as language hierarchy and associated with racial hierarchy. The language hierarchy is taken by some to validate racial hierarchy, and reciprocally racial hierarchy validates linguistic hierarchy. Ms. Wilson incorporates the students into problematizing these relationships of language and social structure; but she does so by positioning the students to do the deconstruction and problematizing rather than lecturing them on it. She asks them, "Who can explain this concept [sounding white] to me" (line 138) and "What is sounding white?" (lines 139, 144). She asks these questions of both the African-American students and the white students as these issues of language ideology are not just issues for the African-American students. does a small bit of a dance in response. It is not clear how to interpret this dance. Given the students' reactions, it does not seem to be taken as sarcasm or mockery, it may have been an effort to reduce the tension (there seemed to be tension among the students over Andrew's interruption) and encourage dialogue.
In line 159, a student clarifies the language ideology behind Andrew's interruption. This is taken by Tiffany as a criticism of Danielle and in so doing reframes the interruption as an issue of
hypocrisy. Yet, to claim it is hypocrisy is to overlook the language ideology at issue and reinforces the hierarchy involved in the particular language ideology Andrew offers. Although it is true that Andrew does say, "I be" when he is in conversation with friends and thus his criticism of Danielle is hypocritical, that is not the issue Ms. Wilson is raising. She raises the issue again by asking the students if she, as the teacher and thus someone who can be assumed to use language in a "proper" manner, ever says "I be". A student confirms that, as teacher, Ms. Wilson doesn't make mistakes (line 164); but it is not clear whether the student is affirming that "I be" is a legitimate linguistic structure or whether she is denying that Ms. Wilson says "I be." However, another student says that "I be" is not a mistake (line 166) and connects the appropriateness of "I be" and of African-American
Language by connecting it to pride in how African-Americans talk. It is both an assertion of a language ideology that assumes equality among varieties of English and a political statement of pride in and respect for African-American language and the African-American community.
The classroom discussion continues in a similar manner until the end of the lesson. Just before the bell rings and the students move on to their next class, the teacher tells the students:
402.
we're gonna save this part of the dialogue because Further, the analysis pushes our understanding of the linguistic and social turns further. These turns implicate how personhood is situationally defined. Are the students merely educational objects to be defined in terms of how well they display acumen on a set of predetermined and decontextualized cognitive skills (that may or may not be pertinent to the 'total semiotic fact' of the set of classroom events)? Or, are they to be defined in as agentive in using written language to redefine and act upon the worlds in prop for deconstructing and reconstructing the world in which they live.
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